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The undersigned attorney would like to again thank the 
Examiner for his time during .-the July 22, 2003 telephone 
interview. 

As discussed during the t elephone interview, the present 
invention is an advance in the art of customer service after a 
customer decides he or she no longer wants to be a customer of a 
respective company, i.e., after taking the necessary step(s) to 
close an associated account. Appreciating that utilizing 
customer service representatives is expensive for a company and 
that navigating through numerc us menus of a response unit can be 
time-consuming and unsatisfyirg for a customer, the present 
invention automatically provic as to identified customers a 
reason why an account has not yet been closed through a response 
unit associated with the company. 

In the Office Action mailed May 8, 2003, claims 1, 3, 4, 13 
and 14 were rejected under 35 J.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pat. Nc . 6,339,766 ("Gephart") in view, of 
U.S. Pat. No. 6,315,196 ("Bach naan") and U.S. Pat. No. 4,885, 685 
("Wolfberg et al."). For at least the reasons set forth below, 
Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claims 1, 3, 
4, 13 and 14. 

Applicant respectfully ei omits that Gephart, Bachman and 
Wolf berg et al., alone or in < ombination, do not teach or 
suggest at least the following : 
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• "automatically providii from the retrieved status 
information a reason why the account has not been 

closed if the account j ; determined to be closed", as 

recited in independent laim 1. 

In the Office Action and dui ng the telephone interview, 

the Examiner relied on Bachman (C 1. 7, In. 63 to Col. 8, In. 

16) and Wolf berg et al . (Col. 26, In. 66 to Col, 27, In. 15) for 

disclosing the above limitation. As stated during the telephone 

interview, Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Bachman relates to a credit rotection program associated 

with an account, enrollment in wl ch by a cardmember may be 

declined or a cardmember may deed :e to cancel enrollment in- the 

program. In Bachman, "if the cai .member's enrollment is 

declined «. [a] message is automat cally generated to the 

cardmember" via letter. (Col. 7, In. 67 to Col. 8, In. 2). 

Further, if a cardmember cancels nrollment, "the administrator 

... receives and processes the reqv st and automatically generates 

'"cancelled by cardmember' message ... to the cardmember (Col. 

9, Ins. 42-45) . Indeed, in Bachn n, the cardmember retains the 

account, but simply cancels enrol ment in a program associated 

with the account. Applicant resj ctfully submits that Bachman 

is devoid of any teaching or sugc stion of " automatically 

providing ... a reason why the accc nt has not been closed if the 

account is determined to be close ", as recited in independent 
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cl im 1. (Emphasis added). In fact, Bachmen does not disclose 
providing a cardraember any customer service after deciding to 
ca^cel enrollment in the program. For instance, Bachman does 
no even mention a cancellation request b^irg held-up for any 
re son and therefore does not teach automatically providing the 
ca imember a reason why enrollment has not yet been cancelled. 
In 3achman, cancellation simply occurs and the cardmember is 
no Lfied accordingly. 

Similarly, Applicant respectfully submits that Wolf berg et 
al also does not teach, or even suggest, the above limitation 
in ^laim 1. Wolfberg et al. relates to data processing 
sy com which manages and monitors part icif ant' s air travel use 
ov- r time while tracking and monitoring the growth of a 
pa -icipant's investment base which varies as a function of 
tr, /el use". (Col. 1, Ins. 10-14) . The relied on portion of 
Wo rberg et al. discloses "a check [being] made to determine 
wh' ~her the client has requested the accoi nt to be closed". If 
so v, a check is made to determine whether the client is in the 
pe:. ilty zone". If the client is in the pe na Lty zone, a 
dec Action is made, a control status word is set and a message is 
wr. :ten indicating that the account is close i. (Col. 26, In. 67 
to :ol. 27, In, 10) . 

Applicant respectfully submits that KolEfberg et al . is also 
la< ;ing any teaching or suggestion of " aut cm *t ically providing ... 
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a reason wh - she account has not been closed if the. tccount is 
determined c p *be closed", as recited in independent ^jlaim l. 
(Emphasis a-lcl^d) . Like Bachman, Wolf berg et a. does not 
disclose pr >- iding the client any customer service a ter 
requesting hat the account be closed and hence does not 
describe pr oviding a reason why the account has not , et been 
closed. 

Accord -ii^'ly. Applicant respectfully submits the 
independent claim 1 is patentable over Gephart in vj.iw of 
Bachman and volfberg et al . for at least the reasons set forth 
above. 

Claims : 4, 13 and 14 depend from and further imit claim 
1 and for a : j east the reasons stated above in conne :tion with 
claim 1 are relieved to be patentable over Gephart i . view of 
Bachman and vddfberg et al . 

Claims :\{ 6-12 and 16 were rejected tinder 35 U. ;.C, 103(a) 
as being un tent able over Gephart as modified by Ha :hman and 
Wolf berg et <s|. as applied to claim 1, and in furthe - view of 
U.S. Pat, N ) 15,878,337 ("Joao") . 

Claims : land 6-12 depend from and further limit claim 1 and 
for at leas : She reasons stated above in connection /ith claim 1 

are believe I t!o be patentable over Gephart as modii i d as 

J 

Bachman and Vol f berg et al- and further in view of C >ao. Also, 
Applicant r ; oect fully notes that claim 16 has been allowed. 
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Claim 5 was rej< ced under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gephart as modified by Bachman and Wolfbe^s et 

al. and Joao as appl r i to claim 1, and in further view of V\' h «\ 

Pat. No. 5,724,523 ( ongfield") . 

Claim 5 depends com and further limits claim 1 and f oi t 

least the reasons st ed above in connection with claim 1 if 

believed to be paten ble over Gephart as modified by Bachm£ r 

and Wolf berg et al. . d Joao and further in view of Longf ie: c 

Claims 21-29 we rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as be i g 

unpatentable over Ba man in view of Gephart and Joao and 
Longf ield. 

Applicant respe fully submits that the Office Action c c s 

not address each cla limitation in independent claims 21, < , 

28 and 29, but inste : summarily rejects those claims. For 

instance, Bachman, G hart, Joao and Longf ield, alone or in 

combination, were no applied to at least the following two 

elements of independ z claim 21: 

• ''determining fr the retrieved status information whet t r 
the account has een closed, and if the account has not 
been closed, ... ether a security deposit will be or w; s 
applied to the count"; and 

• "determining a te the security deposit will be applif : to 

the account if was determined that the security depc £ t 

was not applied o the account". 
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Further, numerous limitations it independent claims 27-29 were 


not addressed in the Office A 
which cited reference or comb s 
Action is relying on for each 
Applicant respectfully reques 
address each limitation in th 
which reference or combinatio 
the rejection. 

In any event. Applicant 
independent claims 21, 27, 28 
cited art for at least the re 
Specifically, Bachman, Gephar 
combination, do not teach or 
voice message to a caller tha 
has not yet been closed. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

In the Office Action, cl. 
w [t]he prior art does not she 
the determination unit fujrthe 
account is coded to close fro: 
and to automatically provide 
indicating a reason why the a 
account is determined to be c 

[NYC] 406053.2 

Received from < 2128913547 > at 8/8/03 5:59:41 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 


& MCKENZIE 


a 009 


; ^ipn. Applicant is also uncertain 



nation of references the Office 
li citation. Accordingly, 
3 that the Examiner specifically 
5€ independent claims and exactly 
c f references are the basis for 

as pectfully submits that 
an I 29 are patentable over the 
sq as set forth above . 
, = Joao and Longf ield, alone or in 
ingest automatically providing a 
i idicates a reason why an account 


Lrri3 15-20 were allowed because 
i 1 ! singularly or in combination ... 
operable to determine whether the 
fc^e .retrieved status information, 
ltough the response unit a message 
:6unt has not been closed if the 
Jejj to close". (Emphasis added in 
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Office Action) . During the telephor. * interview, however, the 
Examiner expressed some hesitancy :in having allowed these 
claims. If the Examiner changes his mind, Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Exani Ler provide detailed 
reasoning for such a change and the t the Examiner provide 
Applicant an opportunity to respona o such a decision by the 
Examiner. See M.P.E.P. 706.04. 

This communication is believer: o be fully responsive to 
the Office Action and every effort h .s been made to place the 
application in condition for allowe n e. The claims, in view of 
the foregoing explanation, are bel j e ed to be patentable over 
the cited art, and a favorable Off -1c Action is hereby earnestly 
solicited. 

If a telephone interview woulc e of assistance in 
advancing prosecution of the subject application, Examiner is 
requested to telephone the number pr vided below. 


Date: August 8, 2003 


Frank I 
Regis z.. 
Bakei . 


By:Z^ 


Respe z 



. Garsparo 
ation No, 44,700 

McKenzie 
rd Avenue 
< t NY 10022 
ae (212) 751-5700 
Le (212) 759-9133 


805 la 
New Yo: 
Telepa* 
Facsi.n. 
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